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FROM:

30 July 1981

MEMORANDUM FOR: Chief, SE

ASUBJECT: : ’ VV'USSR.and.Eastern Europe Review Article th'

" "Moscow's View on Victory in General
" Nuclear War" :

1. The’article, challenging recent assessments'of
victory as a Soviet goal in general nuclear war, is

generally useful-in helping to keep attention on the victory.

issue within the.Intelligence Community. How the Soviets
assess the. nature of, prospects for and means to achieve

victory in -a ‘general nuclear war should continue to be
'evaluated and debated as a priority intelligence coricern.

But in offering guidance for further analysis, the article
is misleading both as to what evidence can or should be

brought to bear and what is really worth worrying about in
treating the victory issue.

2. In partlcular, the article suffers from the

ifOLlOWlng deFects-

T'd»'_ It calls for evidence to support the "victory" case
R whlch probably never will be avallable,-

o It mlsleadlngly characterlzes the available

" _circumstantial evidence by suggestlng that a
comparable case could be made for v1ctory as a uUs
objectlve, :

6_ It offers no evidence on Soviet strategic programs
to argue that the Soviets have a concept of force
sufficiency which falls short of victory;

© It relies too heavily on Soviet leadership
assertions to argue the case against victory and
provides no context for determining whether these
assertions should be accepted at face value;

SECHE

25X1

25X1

25X1

25X1

Declassified in Part - Sanitized Copy Approved for Release 2012/07/06 : CIA-RDP05S00365R000500080002-1



T ——S T
. ) i
v \

Y ) . = | ‘ : -1
Declassified in Part - Sanitized Copy Approved for Release. 2012/07/06 : CIATRDP05800365R0005000800024

1 25X1

| - SECRET . - S
o It draws misleading--and potentially dangerous-- o N
implications for US policy from a Soviet belief or . 25X1

non-belief in victory.

be highly relevant evidence. So it would be. 1Indeed, just’
as it would be nice to see an actual Soviet five year
defense plan, 'so too it would be nice if the Soviets made .
available to us -a war plan for achieving victory and an v
evaluation of how their current and future forces measured -
up.. .But,we~a:eéunlikely eéver to be so lucky. It is clearly
something that the Soviets would never treat in open sources

are stillvhavingsa_hard.enough‘job figuring out how they go
' about'measuring«foxqe balances, without also being called on S :
',;to”provide“théﬁd:itaria_for judging how these would relate o oBxq]
" to their‘assessments'of achieving victory.‘ . A

,: 4;j‘MiéiééafﬁégChéraéterizatioh of the Circumstantial
_;Evidence.,;While_we?lack conclusive proof, there 1S no
'-partlcuIarjreasop:xp.doubt the large body of circumstantial

: g and a military objective to be sought

in. the event general nuclear war occurs. The judgments in
. NIE 11-3/8-80 rest largely (but not entirely) on this
"ci:cumstantial_evidence, as the introduction to the oPA
'article”apprOpriately'notes. The article is seriously

misleading,zhowever;fin'characterizing this evidence. 1t
Suggests. that there:is somehow comparable evidence which ; _

: ,Soviet;anaiystéfCoulducite to argue that victory was also a . e

1 ;USLobjeCtive.iLThiégis-simply'not the case. o 25X

. 5.7 0n the whole official US defense policy for close
to twenty years has oberated on the principle that general

, nuciear war is. unwinnable. Ingenious Soviet analysts have,

3 of course, argued to the contrary by pointing to PD-59 and

' the Schlesinger and McNamara counterforce Precursors. And.
they also hve cited public statements by US officials that,
even while subscribing to the doctrine of Mutual Assured’

~ Destruction (MAD), us targeting has not been confined solely
- to city-busting. But the thrust of official US policy does
not support their argument. Indeed, since the advent of MAD
in the mid-1960s (and notwithstanding current official
‘reevaluations of US nuclear Strategy), the US has only

~Sporadically considered even wa ' ral nuclear war, ' : QSX{ﬁ
much less aspiring to'victory.glngaaﬂnj _ S o o

2
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6.. McNamara realized early on that the pursuit of a
war-waging capability (even oriented primarily to -
strengthening deterrence), by emphasizing counterforce and
other damage~limiting measures, threatened open-ended

- strategic expenditures. A secure second-strike capability
~which could reliably inflict a level of unacceptable damage.

on Soviet society was an attractive alternative. This |
provided a basis for establishing economically tolerable -

~force ceilings. It also placed a premium on avoiding E
~.deployments. which could weaken Soviet confidence in reliably -

_inflicting: similar unacceptable damage on the.US. Failure .
tdfﬁayscigitfwasireasoned,;would_p:ompt;runaway arms. racing =
andimake: for' it ' er .
- leasti-was i the®

h rigger fingers in a c¢risis. This at . .
heoty

is Consistent with Evidence of Serious -
terest in War-Waging. The persistent Soviet

et In

. their strategic employment options. .

.. 7. 'counterftorce emphasis, their civil -defense ‘program, "and.  ."
';i;Othetﬁstrategicfpidgrams}gas_well.as_military4doctrine -
. strongly suggest: that the Soviets never -bought "unacceptable
" damage™ or "any~-comparable criterion as a gauge for -
~determining-how much-was enough. They did attain a credible -

second strike- céapability for inflicting unacceptable damage

. -on the US in apparent. accord with MAD prescriptions. But
. LthingaSwndtegand;is»not—fthe_sum“and“substance,of‘their‘; R
‘ "stfategiéforqe¥planning.” Nor, as far as one can gather,

.- .did: they ever approximate US sensitivity to the
- ‘destabilizing effects of forces that went beyond MAD" .
- 'prescriptions. :There is probably no more vivid illustration =
... of this than the' Soviet attitude to LOTW. The US approaches- -
.~ -reliance:on LOTW even now--in the face of our. ICBM .
"fﬁvulnerabilityfproblems—with considerable trepidation because -
. of the-chances for miscalculation. Both Soviet commentary .

and othefngidehceiihdicafiﬁg.iheir.interest;in,LOvasuggest
that they view it as a significant and welcome addition to

8. The OPA article appears to concede the point that

- such -evidence points to a Soviet approach to general nuclear
- ~war which takes war-waging seriously. Having victory as an
.. cbjective is at least consistent with this approach.
hl'Contra;y’to OPA's argument elsewhere in the article,
 "however, victory is not consistent with the approach which .-
- the-US has: largely followed for close to twenty years. - It
~is hard to see how victory could have been a further
. objective of official US policy if the possibility of

SECRET
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" seriously waglng a general nuclear war has been denled in , o
the first place. | - | . . - 25X1

9. ' Victory is Consistent with Evidence on the Momentum

and- Scope of the Soviet Strategic Effort. This leaves us,

~of course, with the problem of trying to figure out whether
the Soviets believe victory, ‘in some meaningful sense of the
term, can be the .outcome of" serlouszwaglng a general nuclear

. war or whether they would have to settle for something '

. con51derably less,.: The debate here should mainly focus -on-
trends-and composition of strategic forces and related

-gactlvxtles--such as the civil -defense effort, development’
and exercises. of employment options, data bearlng on Soviet.
-evaluatlons of Pre--and post-attack force balances and the
llke° -NIE™ ll 3/8 and other finished intelligence, both last
year -and -in. prev1ous years, have extensively treated these

' toplcs and others as well that bear on the issue. They will

'be’ treated. in NIE:11-3/8-81 and in IIMs and other L
']1nteLllgence assessments underway on rélatéed topics, such as .

10 Ex1st1ng assessments have not proved’ conciu51vely
,,that victoryiis: the Soviet objective in waging a general .
.. .. nuclear. war ~They ‘have not claimed to do so. There is no
R expectatlon_that such definitive pro f will be possible in
*»_fhe futuref" ' :

B R SO U e DU U PR PR U SOOI

S ll'. Nevertheless, ‘the overwhelming weight of “the” : o
*fev1dence on the ‘trends -and composition of- Soviet strategic -~ e s
‘activities:is: that- ‘the Soviets both take ‘war-waging- R
;serlously -and. have- sought continuous augmentation and | -
j:lmprovement of their capabilities to this end. We believe’
_ 7 this¥is® con51stent :with pursuing such an- ambitious objective .- -
.- --as victory in. general nuclear war. Particularly in light-of
- the- relative.restraint in-US strategic efforts as the Sov1et
.~ buildup has’ proceeded, we believe this growth in - _
- capabilities is much less consistent with the more moderate
objectives of simplv matchina or a ining a slight edge“bn ’ Sl
-the -US.’ . - , _ e o 25X1

12. - Key Ev1dence Requlred for Arguments Agalnst the
~"Victory Notion.. We clearly cannot rule out that the Soviets
have, in. fact, established a criterion for force sufficiency
that ‘falls short of v1ctory but is more ‘ambitious than :
- merely matching or gaining a slight edge on the US.. 1If they
. have such a criterion, however, we have not dlscerned it.
- The OPA artlcle ma1nta1ns——w1thout supporting ev1dence-—that

SECRET L 28X
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Soviet leaders do not see their military forces and programs :

as sufficient to achieve victory in general nuclear war. It

is certainly possible they believe this with respect to ‘

current capabilities. But this still leaves the question of

what goals they have set for force building. Evidence of a

Soviet criterion that falls short of victory would go a long _ |

way toward buttress1ng the OPA case.\ | - 25X1)
|

- 13.' Such a criterion is not adequately expressed in
- the -popular claim that the Soviet objective in a general . 3
nuclear war is "to come out relatively better off than its’c_' S
- -adversaries." ' This -expression may be attractive because it = -
- seems less ominous:than victory but in the abstract it : o
‘offers very little to go on. . Where does "coming out
relatively better: off" leave off and victory begin, in
setting force goals? - Presumably, the requirements for
_ victory would only be more stringent than those called for‘
- "to come out relatzvely better off.” They may simply
' require more time. and/or effort to achleve.f Maklng a useful
' :jdlstlnctlon, therefore, would appear to require some :
~.evidence that’ the:Soviets in fact have settled for types and -

- levels of forces that would indicate a clear stopping polnt
- in-their effort--short of what they could have done'if

”v1ctory was thelr'goal ‘ , . - 25X1.

14 The OPA case also would be strengthened by :
,ev1dence indicating some difference in Soviet.requirements . .. _
for deterrence and actual war-fighting. The OPA article ' '
argues. that deterrence is the first priority for Sov1et
- . -strategic force building. Fighting a nuclear war as
“‘effectively as p0551b1e is the second priority. Although
- forces oriented to "war-waging" (rather than MAD) may serve
" both:objectives, the requirements for deterrence could
“conceivably-be less .stringent than those for actual combat--
-certainly less than victory would appear to require. We
"believe, ‘however, that the Soviets regard the breakdown of
deterrence as a real possibility and the potential
consequences of such a breakdown as too serious to pin thelr
hopes on forces capable of only (or even mainly) meeting

- deterrence needs. But if OPA has evidence to ‘the contrary,

we would welcome it. | L - 25X1
g 15.f Issues for Further Evaluatlon and Debate. This
. still leaves room for argument over: ‘
o How far the Soviets believe they have come in
acquiring forces adequate for victory;-
5 ’ .
SECRET - 25X1
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. .types.of systems, in order to continue to pursue. the goal" of
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o Whether they believe they can realistically
' . maintain this objective in the 1980s;

‘o . . What other military and civilian priorities or
.-+ . - objectives they believe should be weighed in the
balance-.in deciding whether to continue toc pursue
. .- victory in the future. (For example, it 1s not
" clear whether acquiring the central system '
. capabilities for victory in general nuclear war
- would necessarily outweigh the objective of
ﬁ'malntalnlng a preponderance in other forces to

’-v1ctory in theater conflict.).

..the Sov1ets mlght be prepared to make in numbers and

235v1ctnfy%1nsgeneral nuclear war in the 1980s while trying to

j%numbers as; -a m111tary requ1rement for victory.

serye-other military -and foreign policy objectives. The OPA_AW;_,
mg.‘artlcle -argues. that=the Soviets "rest whatever. .hopes they
. ‘have.iof. prevalllng'
‘econcmic, -and: 1aeolog1cal strengths as much as on military.
- ones—=the. same--combination of factors that they think would

m.’such a war .on political, social,

enable them to  prevail in the absence of war." Chief of the

. General -Staff- Ogarkov, for one, has argued that non-military
- factors provide-the "objective" possibilities for victory.
. - But-he has -also.arqued that they will by no means suffice.
:-And _the. Sovieti'strategic buildup has provided eloquent ,
g‘testlmony ‘to back him up. Even so, the Soviet willingness °
~to accede- to' equal ceilings and sub-ceilings in SALT II also
L suggests, for. .example, that they have not been wedded to the
‘notion of" malntalnlng a large edge in ICBM and SLBM launcher

v lso room for argument over the trade« LT

Polltlcal and Military: Leadershlp Statements on e

Vthe Vlctory Issue. Leadership statements on the victory .

- - 1ssue obviously cannot be dismissed as relevant ev1dence,‘

but they should be used to supplement one's case (for or

tjgagalnst) and not make it. It does seem approprlate, after
mitall to view these statements in proper context. "Otherwise,

.. it isall too'easy to indulge in an analytical poker game in. ~
-~ which. three statements by Politburo member Chernenko on the

" “catastrophic consequences of nuclear war appear to beat two-

; . Ogarkov "statements on the need for forces to defeat the
' capttallst enemy completely.

18, The most 1mportant context for weighing such

'jremarks is the evolution of Soviet strategic forces for the

last lS plus years. This context seems much more

6
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31gn1f1cant than the "1deologlcal“ context usually . cited (to L
be sure, not explicitly in the OPA article) in arguments
against the victory notion. It is often argued that the
Soviets do not (or can not) really mean it when they refer
_to victory. - They merely have to make obeisance to the
ideological claim that socialism will ultimately triumph
over capitalism. ' It is scarcely mentioned, however, that
this Soviet concern for ideological purity may also mean

_ that the Soviet. leaders continue to take seriously what. the

- .-ideoclogy teaches them about the nature and causes of war

___ﬁthe nuclear age. Maybe they do really believe that -

‘cannot be:; ruled out so long. as capltallsm exists. Maybe.

. ﬂreally believe it will be a fight to the finish

- whickcan meanlngfully ‘be. ‘'won or lost., In any event, the v

- Soviet strateglc buiidup lends more support to this reading

- of*thewcontlnulng impact of the 1deology than to the

.gilntezpretatlon usually presented in arguments against - the. _ e 2T
v1ctnry notlon.\ . _ _ v_;fi_kum S 25X1

- B 'The second most ‘important ‘Cohtext for welghlng

'v.leadershlp statements 'is the foreign policy setting in which

.. these:statements: have been advanced. The Soviets have been’

. attentive to the potential US and European reaction to

" .- strident comments from the Kremlin. Surely one has to be
skeptlcal”of taking the Soviets at their word, for example,

. - in-.arguing routinely from the late 1970s on that military

gﬁsuperlorlty has not. been the Soviet aim. Against the

- backdrop™ of ‘disenchantment in the US oveér the terms of SALT

. I, the.Yom Kippur ‘War, Angola and. the like, it must have

-occurred. to Moscow .that pushing the "no superiority" 1line

- made sense  to try to biunt a Western military response.

ﬁcIndeed, we know’ for sure that~-whether they mean it or not=-

- the Sov1ets have' been attentive to getting this message

"~ across .to the‘West. "Valentin Falin. (of the CC Internatlonal

C""-Informa’tlon Department) claimed as much in a public

. interview in November .1979. .. He. .asserted .that, as.an offer

‘to President-elect Carter, the Soviets said for the flrst

~time 1n no uncertaln terms on 18 January 1977 -that :

'superlorlty was not thelr alm.\ o 25X1

o3 20._ The apparent importance to the Sov1ets of
__QTmalntalnlng the. "no superiority” line was also indicated in
. Ogarkov s otherwise "hard line" piece on military strategy

7 in the Soviet Mllltary Encyclopedia (signed to press in
"September 1979). Ogarkov emphasized that various m111tarx
‘-measures. were called for spec1f1ca11y to achieve victory. (or
~ completely defeat the enemy) in general nuclear war. These .
"“included: ' "the timely and many-sided preparation of the

armed forces;" "the combined efforts of all the armed
services. and their branches;" "the maintenance of the combat
7 ' . . '
SECRET - - 25X1
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readiness of the armed forces...on a broad plane” (which, ' .
according to Ogarkov, Brezhnev stipulated in 1970 as the )

"key to victory in war"); and "active defense"...(to permit
a counter offensive which would aim at)...the complete
defeat of the enemy." At the same time, even with this
clearly stated concern for military measures to achieve
victory, Ogarkov maintained that the USSR was not seeking

"military-technical superiority over the West. In the
context of his other remarks this seems somewhat

- disingenuous. - Indeed, Ogarkov's disclaimer directly
contradicted the call for mllltary—technlca; superiority -~

~advanced. in 1976 in an earlier volume of the . Encyclopedla.

t(Apnchrlately, this earlier volume pre-dated the "offer to .

Mr. Ca:ter“_ln January 1977, cited by Falin.)| . 25X1

. 2. Recently, there has been a particularly heavy
barrage- of Soviet statements emphasizing the catastrophic
consequences_of_nucxear war. It is always possible that
"~ this .is now.really the dominant Soviet outlook on nuclear
war.. But it-also. makes sense for Ogarkov (in ‘a recent TASS
. gist ‘of. his forthcoming Kommunist piece) to drop the-earlier =
~ references he ' made  to victory and defeating the enemy and to
‘focus-instead on the catastrophic consequences of nuclear
war. . Among other thlngs, that is clearly a message the
- Soviets would- ‘Iike to get across to a West European audience
which is now conslderlng the fate of LRTNF deployments and ' '
the prpspects,fo:,future arms control on the contlnent.[:::::::jt‘ - 25X1

L .22. Moreover, in Ogarkov's case in partlcular, the
v'Sov1ets also have special reason now to exercise caution.
" Because- of his standing in the military hlerarchy, they know
~of -course: that ‘his words will be regarded in the West as
. more-authoritative than those from the usual run of military
_writers. But they also are well aware that his Encyclopedia
~article--even with its "no superiority" claim--helped
strengthen arguments in the West about victory as a Soviet
objective. For example, in an article in New Times in
‘December 1980, Lev Semeyko (of the Institute for the Study
of the USA and Canada) sought deliberately to counter this
Western treatment of the Ogarkov article. Semeyko said that
_Ogarkov referred to victory "on a purely social, theoretical
plane."  In light of the several references by Ogarkov to
specific military measures required for victory (cited
above), this 1nterpretatlon of the Encyclopedia article is :
nonsense. L , : : B 25X1

: 23. The third context to be taken into account is the
policymaking setting for resource decisions. Now in
particular, with the US about to embark on a military
buiidup and with the new Soviet five year plan socon to get
under way, the issue of victory may figure in wrangling over

8 | | 25X1
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economic priorities. There is evidence that in early 1981 '
the military may have pressed (successfully) for adjustments
~in the plan.  More recently, statements by Chernenko, -
.reviving and criticizing the time~-worn concept of the
" political-nature of war, and an apparent riposte to these.
statements by Lt. Gen. Zhilin in the May issue of Kommunist -
also hint at some current "debate" underway which may bear .
" on. v1ctory as a goal for force building in the 1980s. _ 25X1

. f” 24. At thlS stage hlnts are all we have, however.

«-Arguments .pro-and..con, .on the . polltlcal hature-of war, may- :
, reftectﬁa:genulne difference of opinion over whether victory
: nt1nu1ng ob]ectlve.. But 1t is also‘

e ‘y=51mp1y serve as .a.kind of code phrase for arguing.
;iabouzsrelatlve economlc ‘priorities.  In any event, much more
;.. .evidence .is needed-«and ‘especially more than is offered in
B 1eadexshlp statements-—before the existence or outcome of
. chra; "debse ‘be ‘established, particularly as regards
- the 1mp11catlons¢for‘v1ctory ‘as a' continuing goal for force T
',bulldlng. : _ B 25X1

R, Impllcatlons of the Victory Issue for US Pollcy.;_
Perhaps’ the most.: dlsturblng aspect of the OPA analysis of

.. the- v1ctory issue :is.the implications it draws for US
behav1or insa: future -crisis with the Soviets. Belief in. the
" notion” that ‘the Soviets subscribe to "victory", it is-

‘ ‘alleged may encourage unnecessary t1m1d1ty on the part of

.. the US., "So 'it” mlght . But then again for the US to dismiss

-;“-thls notlon out of hand could potentially vield much worse - -
”@than ‘a forelgn pollcy setback y S . 25X1

L . 6.’ The OPA;argument here appears to rest on a false
“]dlchotomy between a-Soviet belief in victory and a Soviet
apprec1atlon of the costs of nuclear war. It is implied
‘. that the ‘Soviets would be relatively sanguine about these
. -costs--and indeed would almost be eager for war in the event
‘.. of ‘a crisis--if they believed in the possibility of
- victory. Conversely, the OPA article implies that the US-
- could: expect restraint from the Soviets, if they: doubt the o o
1ﬁup0551b111ty of v1ctory. ‘ ST i 25X1

. 27. Concern w1th ‘the potent1a1 high costs of nuclear
,f*war is not- incompatible with seeking to wage--or even w1n~~a
" nuclear .war. 1Indeed, the attention the Soviets have devoted.:
_ to damage-llmltatlon efforts over the years clearly reflects
.such a concern. The US reluctance to pursue similar efforts
is of course also indicative of an appreciation of the high
potential costs of nuclear war. The difference is that the
US has believed counterforce, ABM, civil defense and other .. -
~measures to limit damage would themselves be likely to

i | ' o | qwcnwm? - i ' ' 25X1
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increase the chances nuclear war would occur. These efforts
would be, according to US deterrence theory,

"destabilizing"., Whether the Soviets believe that they can

really achieve victory now or in the future, they have
simply not bought this theory.

28. Sov1et reluctance to believe. that deterrence :
stablllty can be assured by refralnlng from "destablllZlng"

~deployments and their serious provision for war-waging

(whether real victory is in the offing or not) suggest a

~different outlook on crises. They will not approach these

situations (or an- escalating theater conflict) with the
simple assumption.that a general nuclear war would be an
unprecedented catastrophe. This concern may of course urge
them to exercise restraint. But it will not be their only
concern. : They-also will consider that the war could break
out anyway and that failure to seize the initiative could
result 1n even worse damage.

29. The Sovxets, thus, would be likely to have

_.competlng 1ncent1ves in a crisis. Their decision as to
-whether to exercise restraint probably would not be;easy.
‘It will depend on-their evaluation of available employment

- options, force- ba;ances, other military factors and

doubtless many~“intangibles as well. Whether or not to

“exercise restraint will by no means hang on their estimate
of the prospects for victory alone. But a belief that they

would compromise the chances for victory--in addition to
their chances for 11m1t1ng damage--would presumably
strengthen the case in the Kremlin against restraint.

- Because of this--if for no other reason--the victory issue
- .should: continue - to"be of priority concern to the
‘Intelligence Community. The OPA article is useful in this
. regard. by helping.to keep the issue alive. Nevertheless, it

caricatures the complex tradeoffs the Soviets would confront
in a crisis. It leaves the misleading--and potentially

- dangerous--impression that we have a simple gauge for their

likely'benavior° either no restraint, if they believe real
v1ctory is in the offlng, or restralnt, if they believe it
is not. - ' ) ‘
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